
California 
Fair Political 
Practices Commission 

Susan Propper 
Assistant General Counsel 
Federal Election Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20463 

Dear Ms. Propper: 

August 29, 1986 

Re: Your Request for Comments 
Our File No. I-86-268 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments relating 
to Congressman Stark1s advisory opinion request concerning a 
proposed slate mailing. Your letter to Roger Brown has been 
referred to me for a response. 

In applying the Political Reform Act (California Government 
Code Sections 81000-91015) to slate mailers, the Fair Political 
Practices Commission has distinguished between slate mailers 
prepared and sent by a state or local candidate who is being 
voted upon, and slate mailers prepared and sent by independent 
contractors. A state or local candidate who prepares and sends 
a slate mailer must disclose all contributions received, and 
all contributions and expenditures made in connection with a 
slate mailer. In contrast, an independent contractor who is in 
the business of sending slate mailers is not a IIcommittee ll and 
has no campaign disclosure responsibilities under state law. 

with regard to a slate mailer prepared by a state or local 
candidate, any time the candidate .includes an endorsement of 
another candidate free of charge in his or her literature at 
the behest of that nonpaying candidate, the candidate sending 
the mailing has made a reportable in-kind contribution to the 
nonpaying candidate. When the candidate sending the mailing 
includes in his or her literature an endorsement of another 
candidate, but the endorsement is not at the behest of the 
other candidate, the candidate sending the mailing is generally 
not required to report the expenditure as an independent 
expenditure. The candidate sending the mailer would be 
required to report the expenditure as an independent 
expenditure only if the mailer is sent to a jurisdiction in 
which the candidate sending the mailing is not being voted 
upon. This conclusion is based on the assumption that a 
candidate who includes other candidates in a mailing sent 
within his or her own jurisdiction ordinarily includes the 
other candidates only for his or her own benefit, rather than 
to advocate the election of the other candidates. However, 
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when the mailer is sent to another jurisdiction, or when the 
other candidate is included because he or she has so requested, 
then the candidate sending the mailing is acting for the 
purpose of benefiting the other candidates. 

As to an independent contractor slate mailer organization, 
which is in the business of producing slate mailers for 
political campaigns, we have concluded that such an organi
zation acts primarily for business purposes, rather than 
political purposes, and thus has no campaign disclosure 
responsibilities under the Political Reform Act. In our 
opinion, the operation of a profitable business is the primary 
motivation behind the slate mailer organization's decisions to 
include certain candidates on the slate mailer free of charge. 
Therefore, we have concluded that expenses incurred by the 
slate mailer organization in connection with including 
nonpaying candidates in the slate mailer are neither contri
butions to those candidates nor independent expenditures 
because they lack the requisite political purpose. Furthermore, 
payments received by the slate mailer organization from 
candidates who wish to appear in the slate mailer are not 
contributions from the candidates, because the service provided 
by the slate mailer organization is equal consideration for the 
payments it receives. Therefore, we have consistently advised 
independent contractor slate mailer organizations that they are 
not "committees" under the Political Reform Act, and are not 
subject to the state campaign disclosure requirements. However, 
these organizations must provide the paying state and local 
candidates included in the slate mailer with information 
regarding expenditures incurred by the slate mailer organization 
in connection with the mailer, other than overhead or normal 
operating expenses, so that the paying c.andidates can report 
those expenditures in their campaign statements. You should 
note that we may reconsider our advice to independent contractor 
slate mailer organizations in light of the decision in Federal 
Election Commission v. Californians for Democratic 
Representation. 

Independent contractor slate mailer organizations which 
receive payments from candidates included in the slate mailer 
must provide, on the mailer itself, certain information 
concerning the sender of the mailer, and who paid for it. 
Specifically, on the inside and outside of the mailer must 
appear a statement that the mailer is published by the slate 
mailer organization. In addition, the outside of the mailer 
must include a statement that the mailer is paid for by the 
candidates or committees whose names appear inside. Inside, 
the names of the paying candidates must be marked with an 
asterisk, and it must be stated that the mailer was sent or 
paid for by the candidates and committees that are so marked. 
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In Congressman Stark's situation, we would consider him 
to be subject to the same requirements as an independent 
contractor slate mailer organization. This conclusion is based 
on the fact that he is not a candidate for state or local 
office in California, and thus has no reporting requirements 
under the state law. Therefore, although Congressman Stark 
would have no campaign disclosure responsibilities under state 
law, he would be required to provide certain information to 
state and local candidates who purchase space in his mailer, 
and he would be required to include information on the inside 
and outside of the mailer concerning the identity of the sender 
and the paying candidates. We suggest you refer Congressman 
Stark to our Technical Assistance and Analysis Division, at 
(916) 322-5662, for more specific assistance as to his duties 
under state law. As mentioned above, it is possible that the 
Fair Political Practices Commission will change its advice with 
respect to the reporting requirements of independent contractor 
slate mailer organizations in light of the recent developments 
in the federal law. Accordingly, Congressman Stark should 
check back with us if, in future years, he wishes to produce a 
slate mailer which includes candidates for state of local 
office. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide these 
comments. If you have any questions regarding this letter, 
please contact me at (916) 322-5901. 

KED:plh 

Very truly yours, 

1\,tft~ ~. '~H/(·~ 
Kathryn E. Donovan 
Counsel 
Legal Division 



FEDERAL ELECTION ION 
\\''1SHI''lCTO'\,D.C 

August 8, 1986 

Brown 
Enforcement Chief 
California Fair political Practices 

Commission 
P.O. Box 807 
Sacramento, CA 95804 

Dear Roger: 

I am enclosing the mater s relating to Congressman Stark's 
advisory opinion request. We would be happy to rece any 
comments you may have. Since I will be out of the off 

ng the last two weeks August, ~TOU may ';"ant to contact 
Brad tchfield if you are going to send us something ter 

t 13. 

As we discussed, I am also 
in FEC v. NCPAC. The judgment 
attached at the end of the 
Note that the case is now on 
that court has denied the 
I you find the decision 

you the court's 
nst the defendants is 
• It will not be published. 

in the Second Circuit and 
defendant's request for a s 

ful. 

It was good to talk with you again. Good luck with your 
case. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Propper 
Assistant General Counsel 



congressman l\ . qo.cii-~r?'a 

I · K ,~S AUG 5 ?i2:.' 6 , S~ . .,~ .-:'AO·' '~R-~;:~\.() Q J ,; J a " .. , II \,.... ~" ' .'~, ~f -I 0 to ~ -J 

Democrat 

Mr. N. Bradley Litchfield 
Assistant General Counsel 
Pede~al Sleet ion Commission 
Washington, DC 20463 

Dear Mr. Litchfield: 

..J.1 
c:n 

•• 

Thank you for Jour letter of July 28 asking for more specific 
details about the proposed slate mailer'described in my letter of 
July 21. 

~ Will ~ slate mailing include candidates for Pederal office, 
other than fourself? Yes, one carididate lor u.s. Senate, but no 
other Pideral candidates since it would be our purpose to limit 
the distribution of the slate mailer to the 9th Congressional 
District of California. 

2. Will Pederal candidates, other than fourself, be included on 
tne-sIitemailing vith theIr cooperatTon, consent:-or -
authOrization? Yes, I viII seek to obtain such consent and 
authOrization. If it is not provided', ve viII not' list the Senate 
candidate. 

3. Wbo viII decide vhich candidates are included or listed on the 
i!a~mailing? Tfie Pete Stark Re-election Camaittii (PSRe) and~e 
Ala-ida County Democratic Central Committee. The mailing viII be 
sponsored by a Committee vhich viII be given a name (yet to be 
detenained) • 

4. Who viII ~ for and spensor the slate mailing? The PSRC viII 
pay-ror the mallin9,-oQt VIII se..-proportional contributions from 
each of the candidates listed in the mailing. Por esample, if ten 
candidates are listed, each viII be asked to contribute one-tenth. 
If one or more candidates do not vant to contribute any or all of 
their share, the PSRC vill pay for that pOrtion. The Committe. 
mentioned in '3 above viII sponsor the mailing. 

S. BOv viII the slate mailing be distributed to the voters, i.e., 
pasiia out ~! hana §i volunteers 2! sent through. the mails, etc.? 
We woulG"Ti e tci'CJeslgne the slate carer-so that It can bi mailed, 
but also can serve as a -hand out - in publ ic places and used as a 
-door handle- hanger (i.e., can be inserted on door knobs, etc.). 
We would anticipate that the majority of the cards would be mailed 
through some form of buIlt pOstal perDIi t • 

• 
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I hope this information is sufficient to help provide advice on 
this issue. 

• 
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
WASH'NGTON, O.c. 2046J 

The Honorable Portney B. Stark 
Bouse of Representatives 
1125 Longworth Bouse Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Stark: 

July 28, 1986 

This responds to your letter of July 21, 1986, requesting 
an advisory opinion concerning application of the Pederal 
Blection Campaign Act of 1971, ~as amended (-the Act-), to a 
proposed slate mailing. 

As you know, the Act authorizes the Commission to issue an 
advisory opinion in response to a written request that ~resents a 
specific factual situation involving the requesting person and 
concerning proposed future activity. 2 U.S.C. 5437f(a). 
Comaission regulations explain that such a request ·shall include 
a complete description of all facts relevant to the specific 
transaction or activity with respect to which the request is 
aade.· 11 CPR l12.l(c). The regulations also provide that this 
office shall determine if a request is incomplete or otherwise 
not qualified as an advisory opinion request. 11 CPR l12.l(d) • 

In order for the Comaission to provide you with proper 
guidance regarding a proposed slate mailing, it is necessary for 

Iou or a member of your staff to describe this proposed activity 
n greater detail. Specifically, this description should include 

these areas: 

(1) will the slate mailing include candidates for Pederal 
office, other than yourself? 

(2) will Pederal candidates, other than yourself, be 
included on the slate mailing with their cooperation, consent, or 
authorization? 

(3) who will decide which candidates are included or listed 
on the slate mailing? 

(4) who will pay for and sponsor the slate aailing? 

• 
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(5) how will the slate mailing be distributed to the voters, 
i.e. passed out by hand by volunteers or sent through the mails, 
etc.? 

Upon receipt of this information, this office and the 
Commission will give further consideration to your inquiry as an 
advisory opinion request. If you have any questions regarding 
this letter or the advisory opinion process, please feel free to 
contact the undersigned. Mr. Litchfield's number is (202) 376-
5690. 

by: 

Very truly yours, 

Charles R. Steele 
General Counsel 

cc: Pete Stark Re-Election Committee 
Post Office Box 5303 
Oakland, CA 94605 

• 



\;ongressman 

SRlAK 
Democrat 

Hon. Joan Aikens 
Chair 
Federal Blections Commission 
1325 K. Street NW 
Washington, DC 20463 

Dear Ms. Aikens: 

July 21, 1986 

-. 

Pursuant tq the highlighted portions of the FEC's letter of July 
8, 1986, I 'am requesting by separate letter an advisory opinion on 
the enclosed matter. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Fortney H. (Pete) Stark 

.' 
J 

--:.....J .. 

• 
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

The Bcmorable 
!"oI:'t:neY H. Stark 

WASHINGTON. 0 C .!OoItIJ 

acuse of Repre.sentati ves 
IDS l'..ongwcrth Ii:luse Office Build:i.nq 
Nashi.nqt:cn, D. C. 20515 

Dear Ccmgressnan Stark: 

July 8, 1986 

",_. -

Your letters dated June 13, 1986, addressed to the Hcrlorable Joan ~.ikens, 
have been re£erred to the Office of C"..enera.l Cotmsel. '!be first letter in:ruires 
a.t:xlut a possible violation of the Federal El.ect:ion catpaiqn 1'ct. of 1971, .is 
anended ("the Act") , while the secxnl letter seeks guidance regardi.ng the 
application of the law. 

'!be 1976 amendments to the ACt and the Ccmn:i.ssion regulatialS require that 
a CXIIPlaint meet certain spec:; fic requirements. Since ~ letters de not meet 
these requirements, the CCmn:ission can take IX) action at this ti.ne to investigate 
this matter. 

However, if you desire the Ccmnission to look. into the matter discussed in 
ycur letters to dete:I:m.ine if the FFCA has been violated, a fonnal cxmplaint as 
descri.l:led in 2 U.S.C. S 4379 (a) (l) and 11 C.F .R. 5 111.4 tIIlSt be filed. 
Specifically, as relevant here, a ~laint ltIlSt be swcm to and signed in the 
pmsence of a IX)t:ary public and should be rx:>ta:rized. (2 U.S.C. 5 437q(a) (l» • 

Enclosed are excerpts of the CQrmission' S regulatialS, and your attention 
is direct.ec1 to 11 C.F.R. 5§ 1ll.4 through 111.10 that deal with :;:rrel.iminary 
enforcement procedures. I trust these materials will be helpful to you should 
yeo wish to file a legally sufficient c::x::nplaint with the Ccmnission. The file 
reqa:r:t1inq this ccrresponCience will remain confidential for a fifteen-day time 
period durinq which you may file an C!IItEtnded oarplaint as specified ab:Me. Please 
faz:ward to us any additional information or cmresporD!nce that you may have 
reqa:r:t1inq this matter. 

If the seconci letter was mt i.nt:e.nded tD be a part of the ~laint:, it 
sbI:».Ui not: be sutlnitted with the oarplaint.. Uhde:r 2 tr.S'.e. ! 437f, a p!!!l'!Jt2t 
IIIi!IY make a wrl t:ten nquest: foe .. Itdri..aa:y ~ eancemi.J'IIIJ tRe ~1lcat:.i.a1 
of the Act with respect to a specific transact.1on or aet::tvity by tbe per9CIl. 
U yat 8l!Iek ga:i.dance frail the Cl:IImisaion regar:t::!!:JIJ sped.fic act:1v.tty t1 yor 
C8IIp!tiqn CXIIIId. t.t.ee, yeo areenccuraqed to -Subnit a separate :.t:eqtIIlI't fer aD 

~qabd.cn • 

• 



- 2 - JUly 8, 1986 

If I can be of arq further assistance, please de net hesitate to CX1ntact 
me at (202) 376-8200. 

D1c.l.osures 
Excerpts 
Procedures 

c:r::: Respcndents 

S.incerely, 

• 



\;Ongre5~man 

STdRK 
Democrat 

Bon. Joan Aikens 
Chair 
Federal Election Commission 
1325 K Street NW 
Washington, DC 20463 

Dear Ms. Aikens: 

June 13, 1986 

Secause of a recent experience in the improper use of my name in a 
slate mailer (see my letter to you of June 13), my campaign 
committee is considering developing its own slate card in which my 
candidacy and that of a number of friends would be supported. 

In studying the law in this area, however, I have encountered two 
separate memos on how slate cards must be reported and operated. 
There. are differences between the two legal memos, and I would 
therefore appreciate your critique of the memos. Specifically, can 
you advise me which is a more accurate description of the law. 

Any additional materials you may have relevant to the 
establishment and operation of a slate card program for a 
combination of Federal, state, and local candidates would be most 
deeply appreciated. 

(Pete) Stark 

• 
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TO: California Democrats l 

FROM: Debbie McParland ---
RE: Slate Cards/1986 Campaigns 

/ 

, 
.F 

,:.( 

( .. ,.. 

~ 

Most of our campaigns have been part of slate card 
mailings in the past several elections. Soma legal 
questions exist about w~t may be done lawfully under 
federal election law. If you are thinking about or 
planning to participate in slate cards in the 'S6 
election, you may be interested in the following discussion • 

This memo attempts to outline what we knew about the 
current state of the law. Distincti9n __ "re __ de _based upon 
.the st!.9ls __ oLtl'le.organization putting the slate together . 
~iid candid!.t~,.p&~ts • 

1.' Non-party Slate Cards • 
. 

A) PEe v. Californians for Democratic Representation • 
This case, flIed in March, lJ'is,-Cam.....-o'Ut of an FEC .. _-
enforcement action concerning the 1982 election cycle. BAD 
Campaigns formed a state political committee, californians 
for Democratic RepresentatioD (CDR), which was registered 
with california' s PPPC. CDR issued slate cards listing, 
among others, federal bemGcratic candidates, some of whom 
paid. CDR and SOlIe of wbo1II did ROt • 

The U.S. District Court for the Central District of 
california bas DOW cOD'cluded: 

(1) payment by a federal candidate for inclusion 
OD the slate is not a -contribution- to the CDR nor is the 
printing and distribution of the slate an in-kind contri- . 
bution to the paying federal candidate., but 
- (2) the listing of federal candid.a~es who do not 
pay for such services constitutes an -expenditure- on Debalf 
of the candidate, and, perhaps, an in-kind contribution to 
the candidate if the expenditure is not a true - independent 
expendi ture. -

FrOID the candidate's perspective, the difficulties with -
the secoad. coaclusioD are several. First, "the CDR's funda 
were coaaingled cgrpOrate/state candidate/federal candidate 
funds. @9. if CDRVis N..4Pl9 ~goDtributions- to our 
9and1dates' _CaJD2'!i9!ls, such coDtributio~s_ were unlawful. 
However, even if~CDR·.·-funcl. liid--a,t been COIaingled, the 
value of any in-kind contributioD would probably bave been
over the PBCA limits ($5,000 if the CJ)R vas qualified .s 
- _._, ... .t __ ... _A.tA ........ ",-4++ •• , -



Tbe FEC has not brought into enforcement any of the federal 
candidates listed in the ca.e or on the alate.. And, the FEC has taken 
no action, of which I am aware, concerning 1984 slate card.. There is 
.a.e discu •• ion at the FEe about an appeal becau.e the General Counsel 
_intain. that payments to a committee like CDR con.titute a 
·contribution- and the resulting candidate liating con.titutes an in-kine 
contribution to the paying candidate ($1,000 or $5,000 liDit depending 
upon the legal statu. of the COR). Wbether or not the General 
COun.el can get 4 Commis.ion votes to appeal is an open question at 
the lDODlent. 

B) FEC Adviso~Opi~ion 1984-62, issued on March 21, 1985, to 
BAD Campaiqns~fDC:--Th[s opinion'concerns an incorporated consulting 
fira's use of slate card.. The FBC·concluded in this AD: 

(1) So long as a federal candidate pays the -usual and 
normal- charge, no probibited contribution or expenditure would be 
made 7 but • 

./ (2) A prohibited corporate contribution or expenditure woulc 
'. result if BAD listed a federal candidate free or at less than the -normal 

and usual charge for advertising ano mailing services.-

From the candidate'S perspective, acceptance of an unlawful 
or prohibited contribution by the candidate would result if the 
candidate ~ny way consented to the use of his/her name on a slate 
wi thout making full payment. 

. ~ State or Local Committees of a Political Party issuance of 
Slate cards:' .- . 

The FECA excludes from the definition of -contribution- and 
·expenditure,- costs of slate cards produced by such committees. But 
the regulations and law contain exceptions to this exemption, so 
read the regulations carefully: 2'USC 431(8) (B) (v), 11 CPR 100,7(b) (9) 
and 2 usc 431(8) (B)(iv), 11 CPR 100.8(b) (10). For example: 

.. 

.. TIle..,... .... · ..... ..... 
Ilmntttee ., .............. .. .... ., .................... ... 
......... ~ .. I .. ... 
..... '"M ........... . 
jlIIS ......................... .... ................... ',.., .. ............... ,.., .. ........ ,.. .............. 
......................... 4"" I-........ _.wb.1I II ....... t ..... 1'" 

. 'I'IIe ...,.... of tIii ,. ...... .all ....... c"" .............. .. _ ....... ,... ............... .. 
.......... r ................... • 
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.................. It ... 
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Please remember that this is just an outline of the issues, 
primArily from the candidate.' perspective. Other i •• ues could 
well exist with re9ard to any particular slate. The above, however, 
ahould give you same idea of what questions need to be asked when 
considerinq a slate. 

.' 

• 
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Ap ... il 21. 1~e6 

I am sending YOu thi, memorandum to aScure vo~~ther. are no 
~.~al ~iGks cr.~t.d for Con~r.ssion.l candida c •• by tn. aer.an , 
D'Ag~sti~~ slate ~ail pro~~.m. 

;acQntly 'leu .... c.iv.d a memo ... andlJm flr-g .. DeeDl. McFarland of 
;h~ ~el.gat1~n staff ... e9ardl"~ tne legal status 01 slate mall in 
l:ght o~ tho r.oent court deoision 1~ FEe ~ '~li.or~&~ to~ 
Q9~:crat10 Aep~.,.ntat1~ (CDR). I represented the defendant in 
that ~ction. (In addition, ac you are probaDlv aware, I am one 
of the attornevs representin9 tne D.l.~ation in the rad1striotin~ 
litigation and aM a prof.s.or of law at UCLA spectalizing in 
.~.ction Jaw.) Th. purp9.!'e of this memorandum 1. to ol.ar up 
conl'usion chat might ".v.trien---s-au •• d- -i-n.d~i;.t.ntlY· by- t1!1'"': 
~er.lII"'l.?':J'.s .. "1. ... ~nauin. --- "- ---. '- .... 

M~_ ~c~.rl.ndJ. memorandum was accur~t. on .o.t specifio 
points. ~q"ev.r. t~e compl.~tt~2t-~er •• morandu. could .asily 
e.a"- c,.,ated a ,"is impression that there 1s sC:iffti-sort- -0"-le981 
;AO~dY or •• ted for CongressIonal canGlda~~.~~-~~~~~~.t.nc. Of 
sl~t. nailpro9rams. --. . 

Tn. ~.a11ty ia that th. ~I! aeol.ion "'ake. iC cl.ar that lbe 
31,:. mail pro.;",. ouratlg b:. ,e,.man .. Q-A5Io,ti1l2 ~.'iSJ"S a 
!.:"tirely: ~2n.is;.n; !l!11n. U!I. !.fda,..,l 11.0'1on ca •• tso. 1,w.--I.'lSt
.;r,a"1 as!. lUll. jIRpacft !"tble t2!:. QaDdlSlat,. td!2 i!Lro'».!t a~:
ver t 111,DS 1!!. 1t!.t !!4 t. 2['. t2!':. ShO.. whO, are Inggrau I!!! ~ ~ 
rtoC' 2Yrchlse. atyee-tilin,. The same snculd b. true for any other 
slate mail progr •• tnat is properly advised and properly .a"aged. 

The following specifio point. are pertinent: 

1. CDR won on the only iMOort~nt i.sue in its I1tieat1on 
against the FEC, namely Nhether the Dly ... nts it received or tn. 
servic •• it provided conet1tuted ·contr1bution •• N Judge 14.-.n'. 
rulinv 1. now final. sine. the FEe voted (sub.equent to M_. 
McFarl.nd'. _emor.ndUm) not to app.al •. 

2. Even Nnen the FEe i~correctly b.li.~.d a£peots 0' the 
CDR slat. v101ated the federal c.~p.1.n 1a., their action was 
~rougftt only A,alnst CDR. No participAting cand1~at.s were sued 
or 1nourre~ any le9a1 co.t.. As stated above, the FEe act10n 
. ._-. ---.~-~ aDA w •• un.uoc.s.~Ul on the major issue. 



3. Tn. issu •• on ~"iCn t~~ Fee was Successful lnvolved ~"~ 
C~R's ai.closure obllgatioftS. The P.~rman , D·A~oet1no slai.. 
~111 0' course comply with t~. court'. ruling (1nd.e~, Ne would 
~a~a ~ •• " ~appv to concede tnt. 1~5ue in a settlement). Tnis 
_111 ~av. no .~~.ct w~t.~ev.r nn any ~anQld.t •• n~o~'ed or pu~-
enasln •• dv.r~~.1ne in the slate. • 

• - - ... _. - . "'_ .. -. " ..... -~-
4. In order to avo1c anv po.sible legal prOble.e. 8.rm.n-~ 

O'Agoctino Campa19na Nill not S.ak ~uthor1zation 'rom nor Qonsult 
with candide •• NftO are endorsed bY but decline to puroha •• a~v.r
ti:in9 in the .lata. Thts will De a oontlnuation 01 tn. policy 
Serman • D'Ago.'ino have fol1o~.d for previous 81at. mail 

·.~~pr09r.m.. The FEe ~. never even all.gaG that there ware anv 
. ,"-101-" ti 0". In tnt. ragard. 

!. Th. FEO advisory opinion i.:~ed to Berman & D'Agostino 
in l~aS and referred to 1n ~.. McFarland·, memorandUm has no 
relevance to any of Serman • D'Agostino t

• agC1vit1 •• in 1986 or 
in tn. future. Tnat opinion deals with a s1tu.tion jn wnich • , 
slate ia euDliSha! bV •• r~an • DJA90.t1"0~ wnioft is tnoorporat.~. I 
In all pre.ent and future elat. ~.11 project., 8erman ~: 
~~Ago.tino acts merely as consultant. Tne slat. is actually pub-:, 
lisn~d by an un1nco~por.t.d aSSOCiation. 

I nope the for.going m&k.~ It clear that all ~oubts about 
trr. legality of tne aerman & Dt Ago$t1no slates ~.ve ~eon r •• olv.d 
.:cnolus1 "'a1 V and favorably. If you nave any aCidl tiona.! ques
tlons y ~eu are ~elco.e to oont~ct me. 

- '-".-' - -.. --' 

..... ........ - -. ~ ....." .... --___ ......... r ... $ .... . 

.. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
CEllTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
CASE NUMBER 

PLA INTI Fr:(S) C'·, 85-2086 J~I 

'IS 

CALIFORNIANS FOR DEMOCRATIC r~OT ICE 0 F ENTRY 
REPRESENTATION .. 

. . QE ::;:."r!DMtI! $ , 

7·J iHE ~SOVE ~1A;1ED p,lurr::~ AND TO iHEtR ATTORNEY{S) OF RECORe: 

You :.:re nereoy noti fied "::"l!t JDMT & ORDER: Ct grants d.Eti£.s_ m2.~~ 

for partial S/J as to cts III, IV, V & VII: Grants pltfs motn 

for S/J as to cts I,ll & VI: Denies defts motn for atty fees & 

assesses penalty of $15,000 . in the above enti:led· case was entered in 
against deft. 
:he cocleet on ___ &_-""'9_-,;;,8,;;,6 _______ _ 

You are also notified that if th~~ case was tried and you introduced 

exhibits :nto evidence. they must be claimed at thfs office after the expiration 

of :hi~y days from the receipt of this notice. (After sixty days in casas in 

which the United States, its office,l"1 'J;- agenci!S \1ere ~ar-:ies) Unless the:! 

are claimed ':1; thin thirty c:a:/~ after the expi,.ation of the above period, they 

will be destroyed r:ul"1uant to LO\:3.1 ~ule 29.2. If an appeal is taken !hey will, 

;f ':~'':l''''Sa, be held until t:"!! ,.1.~c411a':! CO'Jrt :'~nally cetermines :he matUtr. , 
EJ(hi~il:.s '..,i1;ch are Htache1 to a pleading will not "e destl""':lyed but will !?nIin 

as a pernane~t reccrd in the case f11e • 

.. 
Ci '/ 26 (lOiGJ) ::oncs: OF WT~Y . 

• 



. . 
I, Clerk of the United States District Cour~, Central Oistrict of 

Cal:'lor:lia, and not a ;:Iar'!:y to :he wilt~in act:ion, hereby certify that 
on _______ ---.jl ... =lIoIg .... -... iIol6~---' I ser'"led II true copy of this notice 
of entry on the ?arties in t:.ha within act ion by cepos i t inq true copies 
thereof, enclosed in sealed envelopes, in the United States Mail in 
the United States Post O!fi:e ~ail =o~ at ~os Anqeles, California, 
addressed as follows! 

R. LEE ANDERSEN 
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL 
999 E STREET N.W. 
WASHINGTON D.C. 20463 

DANIEL LOWENSTEIN 
UCLA LAW SCHOOL-
LOS ANGELES, CA 90024 

IRVING REIFMAN 
11601 WILSHIRE BLVD, .1830 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90025 

--

NOTIC'E 

IN ACTIONS ARISING ONDER THE 
ECONOMIC STABILIZATION ACT, 
THE EMERGENCY P~ROLEUM ALLOCATION 
ACT, AND TBE ENERGY POLICY AND 
CONSERVATION ACT, NOTICES OF 
A~PEAL TAKEN FROM THIS JUDGMENT 
MUST BE FILED IN THE TEM~ORARY 
::"~E..'!tGENCY COt."R'l' OF )2PEALS IN 
ACCOROANCE WIT3 TF.~ RULES OF 
?ROCZOUR~ OF THAT COURT. 

CV-26 (10/83' E_" 
~ --

~' U. S. OISTRICT COURT 

~~~ 
By STACEY A S 

DePUy CLerk 

• 
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CLERK. U.s. CI!;., i!CT COURT 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT £NTERED 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA JAN 9 ~8S 

Case NO. ~~D~' S. DISTRICT cau 
CV 85- 2 0 __ ~ lS1Rtcr DE CAUai: 
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION, 
1325 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20463 

Plaintiff, 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

DEP, 

v. 
) 
) 
) 

CALIfORNIANS fOR DEMOCRATIC ) 
REPRESENTATION, ) 
1435 S. La Cienega Boulevard, #101 ) 
Los Angeles, California 90035 ) 

Defendant. 
) 
) 

-----------------------------------) 

JUDGMENT 

The Motions of Defendant Californians for Democratic 

Representation for Partial Summary Judgment and Plaintiff 

Federal Election Commission for Summary Judgment came on 

" 
regularly before United States District Judge James M. Ideman. 

The Court considered the papers and exhibits submitted in 

support of, and in opposition to, said motions. 

The Court, after earful review and being fully advised 
II 

28 I I 
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I 
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herein: 

Grants Defendant's Motion for Partial Summary 

Judgment as to Counts III, IV, V and VII; 

Grants, Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment as 

to Counts I, II and VI; 

Denies Defendant's Motion for Attorney's Fees, and, 

Assesses a civil penalty of $15,000 against 

Defendant for violations of 2 U.S.C. Sections 433, 434 and 

44l(d). The said amount to be paid to Plaintiff not later than 

1/27/85. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

-r 1 b' DATED: __ ~(-=~d--___ d __ U __ _ 

JAMES M. IDEMAN 

United States District Judge 

'),. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF' CALIFORNIA 

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION, 
1325 K Street, N.W. 
Washin(;jton, D.C. 20463 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

CALIFORNIANS POR DEMOCRATIC 
REPRESENTATION 

1435 S. La Cienega Boulevard, 1101 
Los Angeles, California 90035 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

-------------------------------------) 

PINDINGS OF FACT 

Case NO. 
CV 85-2086-JMI 

PINDINGS OF FACT 
AND 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. Defendant, Californians for Democ~atic Representation 
" 

("CDR"), was at all times pertinent to this case an 

unincorpo~ated non-profit organization registered with the 

2S1 California Pair Political Practices Commission. 

26 2. On December 11, 1984, Plaintiff, Federal Election 

27 Commission ("FEC"), authorized the filing of this action 

28 / / 
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pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S437g(a)(6)(A). 

3. CDR was formed for the purpose of operating slate 

mailing programs endorsing federal and non-federal candidates, 

and ballot issues. 

4. CDR "featured" candidates in its slate mailings for a 

fee. Featuring consisted of pictures, write-ups or other forms 

of ad ve r tis i ng • 

5. The amounts paid to CDR by candidates purchasing 

advertising ( "featured" candidates> in the slate mail were 

equal to the fair market value of the advertising services 

provided to these candidates by CDR. CDR received no payments 

other than those payments made in exchange for such advertising 

services. 

6. The amounts paid to CDR by or on behalf of federal 

candidates for the purchase of advertising, and the value of 

the advertising provided by Defendant in return, exceeded 

$5,000 in many instances. 

7. In some instances, CDR received payments from 

corporations Eor advertising on state or local ballot measures, 

20: and in many inst3.nces CDR received payments for advertising 
! 21 I from state or local campaign committees that had accepted 

22 contributions from corporations and labor unions. 

23 8. CDR's slate mailings often "listed" candidates or 
" 

measures not paying for advertising. Listed candidates paid no 

fees. 

9. CDR featured federal candidate Anderson on 8,000 slate 

post cards during the 1982 general election and received no 

28 II 
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payment from Anderson or his authorized committee. The value of 

this featuring was approximately $400. 

10. CDR listed Senatorial candidate Jerry Brown on 

2,325,000 pieces of mail sent during the 1982 Primary Election 

for no fee. 

11. Approximately 292,000 pieces of mail referred to in 

Paragraph 10 took the format of a tabloid, which resembled 

Iffeaturing" purchased by other candidates. This featuring was 

provided to give prominence to the two candidates at the top of 

the ticket, Brown and gubernatorial candidate Tom Bradley. 

12. Federal candidates Waxman, Berman and Torres paid CDR 

$15,000 each for featuring provided for the 1982 Primary 

Election. Por said ~ayment, the candidates received 227,000, 

251,000 and 231,000 pieces of mail respectively. 

13. Preceding the 1982 Primary Election, CDR listed the 

following federal candidates on the respective number of pieces 

of mail at no charge: Goldhammer (113,000), Bethea (26,000), 

Beilenson (221,000), Roybal (138,000) Dixon (74,000), Hawkins 

(44,000), Anderson (155,000) and Servelle (141,000). 

14. Preceding the 1982 General Election, CDR listed the 

following federal candidates on the respective number of pieces 

of mail at no charge: Brown (1,847,000), Servelle (120,000), 

Boxer (75,000), Dellums (170,000), Edwards (55,000), Lantos 
" 

(110,000), Lynch (10,000), Coelho (22,000), Panetta (48,000), 

25 Frost (140,000), Bethea (28,000), Beilenson (200,000), Roybal 

26 1 (120,000), Dixon (80,000), Hawkins (50,000), Anderson 

27 (112,000), Erwin (500), Verges (60,000), Haseman (60,000), 

28 II 
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Stark (70,000), Dymally (35,000) and Spellman (50,000). 

15. Preceding the 1982 Primary Election, CDR featured the 

following federal candidates in the respective number of pieces 

of mail at the following rate: Waxman (237,000, $15,000), 

Berman (251,000, $15,000), Levine (218,000, $15,000), Torres 

(231,000, $15,000), Martinez (204,000, $13,000), Oymally 

(92,000, $10,000), Spellman (53,000, $2,500), Webb (37,000, 

$2,200). 

16. In the 1982 General Election, CDR featured the 

following federal candidates in the respective number of pieces 

of mail at th~ following rate: Brown (1,500,000, $96,000), 

Burton (240,000, S15,000), Waxman (184,000, $15,000), Berman 

(192,000, $15,000), Levine (226,000, $15,000), Martinez 

(143,000, $15,000), Torres (150,000, $13,000), Stark (100,000, 

$10,000), Dymally (65,000, $5,000), Patterson (78,000, $5,000), 

Spellman (70,000, $4,000). 

17. CDR failed to file a statement of organization as a 

political committee pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §433. 

18. CDR failed to file its receipts and disbursements 

pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §434. 

21 19. Mailings made by CDR in 1982, which advocated the 

22 

23 

election of federal candidates failed to state whether the 

candidates named authorized the mailings and who paid for the 
" 

24 m ail i ng s pur sua n t to 2 U. S • C. S 4 4 1 d • 
I 

25 I 
26 

27 

! 

20. CDR failed to establish a separate federal account as 

a means to accept only contributions subject to the 

prohibitions and limitations of the Federal Election Campaign 

28 / / 
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Act of 1972, as amended (the "Act"). 

21. Any Finding of Fact deemed to be contained in the 

Conclusions of Law is included herein by reference. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The listing of the federal candidates named in Findings 

of Fact Numbers 10 and 13, during the 1982 Primary Election, 

were expenditures by CDR to the named federal candidates as 

defined by 2 U.S.C. §43l(9). 

2. The listing of the federal candidates named in Finding 

of Fact Number 14, during the 1982 General Election, were 

expenditures by CDR to the named candidates as defined by 2 

U.S.C. §43l(9). 

3. The featuring of federal candidate Anderson during the 

1982 General Election was an expenditure by CDR to the Anderson 

campaign, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §43l(9). 

4. The collective expenditures referred to in Paragarphs 

1, 2 and 3 exceeded the statutory limit for a calendar year, 

thereby qualifying CDR as a political committee, pursuant to 2 

U.S.C. §43l(4)(A). 

5. Political committees which engage in business or 

commercial activity may only do so within the limitatio~ or 

prohibitions of the Act. 

6. Payments made to CDR for the purchase of advertising 

("featuring") in CDR'S slate mailings did not constitute 

contributions to CDR. 

28 II 
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1 
7. The provision of the advertising services for which it 

2 had been paid did not constitute an in-kind contribution from 

3 

4 , 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

CDR to the purchasers of the advertising. 

8. The Court finds that CDR in its practice of -listing

candidates violated 2 U.S.C. S433 by failing to file a 

statement of organization as required under the Act. 

9. The Court finds that CDR in its practice of -listing

candidates CDR violated 2 U.S.C. §434 by failing to report its 

receipts and disbursements as required under the Act. 

10. The Court finds that CDR violated 2 U.S.C. S44ld in 

its slate mailings by failing.to state whether the candidates 

named authorized the mailings and who paid for the mailings. 

11. Any Conclusion of Law deemed to be contained in the 

14 Findings of Fact is included herein by reference. 

15 

16 

17 DATED: 

18 

19 

20 JAMES M. IDEMAN 

21 United States District Court 

22 

23 

24 

23 

26 

27 

28 -6-
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State of California 

'Memorandum 

To 

From I 

Subject I 

File: Section 82015, 82031 6/20/86 

Jeanne Pritchard 
FAIR POUTICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION 

campaign literature, including slate mailers: When is inclusion 
of an endorsement of a non-paying candidate or a measure an 
in-kind contribution or independent expenditure? 

It was determined at the advice request meeting of 
June 11, 1986, that the following advice will be applied in 
determining whether an in-kind contribution or independent 
expenditure is made when an endorsement of a candidate or a 
measure in included in campaign literature, including slate 
mailers, and the candidate or measure committee has not paid for 
inclusion in the literature. 

A. campaign literature (including slate mailers) paid 
for by a candidate who is being voted upon: 

(1) Any time an endorsement of another candidate or a 
measure is included in a candidate's literature "at the behest 
of" the non-paying candidate or measure committee, the candidate 
sending the mailing has made a reportable in-kind contribution 
to the non-paying candidate or committee. 

(2) When a candidate includes in his or her literature an 
endorsement of another candidate or a measure, and it is not 
done at the behest of the other candidate or measure committee, 
the candidate sending the mailing is not required to report the 
expenditure as an "independent expenditure," unless the 
literature is sent to or provided to voters in a jurisdiction in 
which the candidate sending the mailing is not being voted upon. 

This is based on the assumption that when the mailer is 
distributed in the candidate's jurisdiction, he/she has included 
other candidates or measures only for his/her own benefit. When 
the mailer is sent to another jurisdiction it is assumed that it 
is done to benefit the included candidates or measures. 

B. Slate mailers prepared and sent by independent 
contractors: 

When non-paying candidates or measures are included in 
slate mailers sent by companies in the business of sending slate 
mailers, neither the company nor the candidates and committees 



File Memo: section 82015; 82031 
June 20, 1986 
Page 2 

who paid for inclusion in the mailer is required to report 
contributions or independent expenditures on behalf of the 
non-paying candidates or measure committees. 

This is based on the assumption that the slate companies or 
paying candidates and committees include other non-paying 
candidates or measures only for their own benefit. 

However, if a candidate or committee pays for another 
candidate or committee "at the behest of" the second candidate 
or committee, a reportable in-kind contribution has been made. 
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Barbara Millman 
Fair Political Practices Commission 
1100 K Street 
Sacramento~ California 95814 

Dear Barbar:-a~ 

UCLA Law School 
405 Hilgard 
Los Angeles, California 90024 

May 17, 1984 

Re: Berman and D'Agostino 
Campaigns~ Inc. 

This letter is to memorialize our telephone conversation of 
Tuesday. Also~ I should like to thank you and Jeanne Pritchard 
for your cooperation in responding to my inquiry on such short 
notice. 

We discussed two questions relating to the slate mail 
program to b-e published by my client~ Berman and D:'Agostino 
Campaigns, ~nc. (BAD Campaigns). First was the question of who 
was the "sender" of the slate, for purpose!: of the notices 
required by the Po~itical Reform Act and the FPPC regulations. 
Second was the question of how the receipts and expenditures of 
the program will be disclosed. 

With respect to the first point, the procedure we agreed 
upon is as follows. On the outside of each envelope, it will be 
stated that the mailing is sent by candidates and ballot measure 
committees named inside. Inside~ the names of those candidates 
and measures who are "participating" in the program (i.e., who 
are paying BAD Campaigns for "featured" statLis in the mai lings) 
will be marked with an asterisk. There will be a statement that 
the mailing was sent or paid for by the candidates and measures 
that are so marked. Both inside and outside will be the 
statement that the mailing is published by BAD Campaigns. 

With respect to the second point, I indicated that BAD 
Campaigns regards its status as governed by Government Code 
Section 84303, and that pursuant to that section it intends to 
file campaign s~atements similar to those filed by Californians 
for Democratic Representation in 1982. That is~ BAD Campaigns 
will file statements indicating the payments it receives from 
candidates and measures for participation in the slate mailing 
program. These payments will be reported as "miscellaneous 
receipts.~ In addition, the statements will report all the 
expenditures in connection with the slate program. The 
participating candidates and measures will be expected to 
disclose their payments to BAD Ca~paigns as expenditures~ but 
will not report any additional details relating to the program. 

You indicated that although you would prefer that the 



· . 

details be reported by the participating candidates and measures 
rather than by BAD Campaigns~ you accede to reporting as 
described in the foregoing paragraph £QC 2cim~c~ ~l~£~iQD· 

With respect to the general election and all future 
elections~ you stated that the above reporting procedures would 
be impermissible because of a ~ew regulation, Section 18431, 
which has been adopted by the FPF'C but will not go into e<ffect 
until after the primary. You indicated you will send me a copy 
of the new regulation as soon as possible. 

I expressed my opinion that Government Code Section 84303 
gives a slate mail publisher such as BAD Campaigns the right to 
elect to disclose the expenditures of the slate mail program 
itself rather than requiring the participating candidates and 
measures to do so. I asserted that if the new regulation 
purports to eliminate that right it is inconsistent with the 
statute and therefore invalid. You indicated your disagreement. 

Finally, you indicated that some time later this year the 
Commission is likely to consider regulations relating to slate 
mail programs. I requested and you agreed that my cllents and I 
will be notified of these proceedings at the earliest stagE 
possi b 1 e~ a_s' we are Ii kel y to have comments and suggest ions. 

Please let me know immediately if you believe any 
corrections or additions are needed to accuratel y reflect our 
agreements. Again, I am grateful for your assistance. 

Daniel H. Lowenstein 
Attorney for 

Berman and D"Agostino 
Camped gns, Inc. 



California 
Fair Political 
Practices Commission 

Joseph Remcho 
Remcho, Johansen & Purcell 
220 Montgomery st., Ste. 800 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Dear Mr. Remcho: 

-August 14, 1986 

Re: Your Request for Advice 
Our File No. A-86-223 

This is in response to your letter of July 2, 1986, 
regarding the campaign disclosure provisions of the Political 
Reform Act (Government Code sections 81000-91015). 

QUESTIONS 

You have asked whether your client, Republic Media Group, 
was required to file campaign disclosure statements when it 
listed non-paying candidates and ballot measures in a slate 
mailer produced by Republic prior to the June primary election. 
You have also asked whether Republic is required to provide a 
list of its subvendors to those candidates and committees which 
did purchase space on the mailer. 

ANSWERS 

As we discussed during our telephone conversation on 
August 1, 1986, Republic Media Group was formed for the sole 
purpose of producing a slate mailer in connection with the June 
primary election. Republic sold space on the mailer to various 
candidates and committees. Non-paying candidates and ballot 
measures were also included in the mailer, but were not included 
as a result of any prior arrangement with the non-paying 
candidates and committees. 

In most cases, non-paying candidates and ballot measures are 
included in a slate mailer for the benefit of the paying 
candidates and committees, and not for the benefit of or at the 
behest of the non-paying candidates and committees. Therefore, 
costs incurred in connection with listing non-paying candidates 
and ballot measures in such a slate mailer do not become 
"contributions" or "independent expenditures" as defined in 
Government Code Sections 82015 and 82031, respectively, and are 
not reportable by the publisher or by the affected candidates 
and committees. You should note, however, that we are 
considering changing this advice in light of the recent United 

--- - .... """.... I""'l ........ _ C'II __ _ 



Joseph Remcho 
August 14, 1986 
Page Two 

states District Court decision in Federal Election commission v. 
Californians for Democratic RepresentatIon, Case No. 
CV85-2086-JMI (January 9, 1986). We wIll keep you informed of 
any changes in our advice. 

Although my initial advice to you during our telephone 
conversation of July 1, 1986, was that Republic need not provide 
paying candidates and committees with a list of its subvendors 
in connection with the slate mailer, further consideration and 
discussion of this question with the Legal Division have 
resulted in a different conclusion. Enclosed is a copy of FPPC 
regulation 2 Cal. Adm. Code Section 18431 which outlines the 
types of payments which must be reported in detail by candidates 
and committees when the payments are made by an agent of the 
candidate or committee or by an independent contractor. 
Payments made by Republic Media Group appear to fall into both 
subsections (a) (2) and (a) (3) of the regulation and, therefore, 
the candidates and committees which purchased space on the slate 
mailer are required to provide the names, addresses and amounts 
paid by Republic to vendors who received $100 or more in 
connection with the mailing. We believe that a list showing the 
name, address and total amount paid by Republic to each 
subvendor for the costs associated with each paying candidate's 
or committee's mailing, along with an indication of the number 
of paying and the number of non-paying candidates and committees 
which were included in the mailing, would be sufficient to 
satisfy this reporting requirement. 

I apologize for the inconvenience caused by this change, 
particularly in light of the fact that all of the candidates and 
committees which purchased space on the mailer will be required 
to amend their campaign disclosure filings for the period in 
which they made payments to Republic. You may wish to provide a 
copy of this letter to the candidates and committees involved 
which they can attach to their amended statements to explain the 
initial lack of subvendor information. 

Again, I apologize for the inconvenience. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me at (916) 322-5662 if you have additional 
questions. 

CW:cah 
Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Carla Wardlow 
Political Reform Consultant 



State of California 

Memorandum 

To John Larson, Greg Baugher, 
Jeanne Pritchard, Bob Leidigh, 
Kathy Donovan and Carla Wardlow 

Dote August 14, 1986 

From FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION 
Roger Brown 

Subject: Slate Mailers 

I have been contacted by the Federal Election Commission 
and asked whether the FPPC would like to provide comments 
concerning the attached request for advice from Congressman 
Stark (Oakland). 

Congressman Stark wants to set up his own slate mailer 
operation with the Alameda County Democratic Central 
Committee. He intends to list both state and federal 
candidates, some of whom will pay and some be listed for free. 
He seems to be concerned about how to comply with the law in 
the light of a recent Federal District Court decision, FEC v. 
Californians for Democratic Representation (BAD Campaigns, 
Inc.). I have attached a copy of the decision for your 
convenience. 

The Federal District Court decided that the slate mailer 
organization has made an expenditure to those candidates who 
are listed on the slate but who do not pay to be there. If 
there is coordination, cooperation, etc., there may even be a 
contribution-in-kind to the non-paying candidate who" is listed. 

As I understand it, the FPPC has been advising BAD and is 
proposing to advise another advice requestor that under the 
Political Reform Act, these same facts result in no reportable 
transaction. 

The Federal District Court decision went on to say that 
CDR violated the law by not registering as a committee and 
filing federal campaign statements reporting the 
expenditures/contributions they make to non-paying candidates 
listed on their slates. 

FPPC advice has been that BAD and others in the slate 
business should NOT form committees and file campaign 
statements. 
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Since california slate mail operations routinely list 
both state and federal candidates it seems particularly 
important here to try to harmonize federal law and state 
interpretations to minimize confusion and provide the best 
information for the public. To my knowledge the attached case 
is the only slate mail reporting decision in existence and it 
will not be appealed. 

I suggest we meet on August 18 or 19 (after Greg returns 
and before I leave on vacation) to discuss what, if any comment 
we should make to the FEC and to discuss whether and how to 
harmonize our advice with federal law in this area. 

Attachments 
RB:sf 

ROUTE SLIP 

TO: 

John Larson, Chairman 

CJ Lynn Montgomery 

o Jay Greenwood 

CJ Roger Brown 

L:7 Jeanne Pritchard 

CJ Bob Tribe 

FROM: GREG BAUGHER, Executive Director 

CJ For your information 

CJ Please see me 

REMARKS: 

CJ Per your request 

CJ Please file 


